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April 1983

Mr Brent Bradford
Executive Secretary
Utah Air Conservation Committee
State of Utah
P.O Box 250
Salt Lake City Utah 8100

Dear Mr Bradford

Intermountajn Power Project IPP Plan Review
Reciuest for More Information

This is in response to your September 1982 letter requestinginformation Concerning the IPP plant design and operatingprocedures Enclosure of this letter consists of responses toyour concerns and to questions raised by member of your staff
in followup telephone conversation

On December 1980 the State of Utah Department of HealthCDOH issued an air quality approval order to the IPP for theconstruction and operation of power plant at the Lynndyl siteThat order Contains certain provisions and conditions that mustbe met in the operation of the iPp It also calls for the IPPto file with the DO copies of materials filed with the UnitedStates Environmental Protection Agency EPA
The IPP has filed with EPA and the DO unsigned conies of
contract agreements relevant to the construction of the emissioncontrol eouipmert for IPP Sicned copies of these contracts arenow available and are enclosed for your records Please notethat these contracts contain no chancTes of significance to thecontrol equipment design or performance Enclosure of thisletter is Contract No 2010N Bofler Units NOx control systemEnclosure is Contract No 62.0203 Fabric Filters particulatematter control svsteri and Enclosure is Contract No 62.0202Flue Gas Jet Scrubber 502 control system Enclosure isChange Order No 003 to Contract No 62.0202 which is the onlyChange Order to date that provides for significant change ofcontrol euipmen design or performance
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Based on information in the Previously Submitted unsignedcontracts the DOR in the September 1982 letter cruestionedwhether total emissions at the IPP Lvnndvl site would he morethan those on which the 1980 DOR approval order was based aridsuggested that State proceedjng to modify the terms andconditions of the 1980 order might he recTuired discussedbelow total emissjon from the project will he substantiallyless than those authorized in 1980 because on March 31 19P3 thesize of the project was officially reduced from four to twogenerating units As to the remaining two generating unitsrefinements have been made in their design lut none of theserefinements will affect the IPPs ability to comDly with theterms and conditions of the 1980 approval order In sum thecurrent design of the project will result in substantially lessemissions and air cTuality impacts than those evaluated when thisproject as granted an approval order to construct and operatein 1980 IPP is thus not making any changes which willPtincrease the amount or change the effect of or the characterof air contaminants discharged Utah Air ConservationRegulations UACR Section 3.1.1 so as to create airpollution i.e condjtin tinjurjous to human health orwelfare animal or plant life or property UACR Section1.1.10 The referenced changes do not Constitute majormodifications of the source and therefore do not triggeradditional Prevention of Significant Deterioration review underUACP Section 3.
The Cramer Company Inc has recently Completedcomputer modeling analysis for both stack and fugitive emissionimpacts for the current twogenerating unit design Theirreport containing the method of analysis arid the emission impactresults will he Submitted to iou when it is finalized Pesultsof this analysis are summarized in Enclosure

The information in this letter and its enclosures demonstratesthat the refinements in IPP design which include reductjo inthe number of generating units will not result in any increasesin the amounts or effects of air contaminants from the IPp SiteWe assume that the time periods set forth in UCP Section3.1.2 will beam on the date of receipt of this transmittalinsofar as it corrnleteg the information reoujred for aoproval ofan Amended Notice of Intent covering the chances in the emissioncontrol eqipment and the dcnsizjnq of the Project

IPI 1_000615



Mr Brent Bradford
April 1983

Page

If you or your staff require any additional information please
$_ F4contact me or Mr Ptmr Pe.e .IJJ ci34i2

Sincerely

JN.TS ANTHONY
Project Director
Interrnountajn Power Project

Enclosures

cc Mr Kircher w/Fnclosures
EPA Region VIII
1860 Lincoln Street
Denver Colorado 80295

Mr Roger Pelote

bcc w/Enclosure
Huntori illianis
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W
Washington D.C 20036

Ms Andrea Bear
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Mr James Holtkarno
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Enclosure

Rcspons to the Lhems Listed in the DOHsSeptember 1982 Letter and Followun Telephone Conversation

Your letter raised eight issues about the constructionand operation of the IPP The following paragraphs respond toeach of those issues and to additional auestions raised bymember of your staff in subsequent telephone conversation

Size of Units at the Lynndvl Site

Item of your letter suggests that the proposed boilersize at the Lynndvl site will result in emission increases thatwill necessitate not only additional air oualitv modeling hutalso the issuance of modified permit following all theprocedural steps that issuing new permit entails For thereasons discussed below the IPP is not making any chanoe thatincreases emissions above those authorized by the project airquality approval order

The IPP was recently decreased in size from four to twogenerating units Previous air quality impact studies werebased on fourunit project with each unit having nominalrating of 750 megawatts net which correspon to boiler heatinput of 7.1493 iO BTU/hour Although neither the boilerdesign nor the estimated nominal rating of the units has changedsignificantly the standard utility practice of designing themajor power plant comPonents with conservative margin ofsafety and providing steam for auxiliary uses has resulted inunits that will have boiler heat input as high as 8.352BTU/hour These Units will comply with all Conditions of theair cuality approval order

The Cramer Company Inc has recently Completednew air cTuality impact studr using the boiler heat input valueof 8.352 iO BTtT/hour for the twounit project The resultsof this study show that emissions and air cualitv impacts willbe substantially reduced from those previously projected for thefourunit Project therefore we believe that forrralmodification of the air rualitv approval order is inaPproPriate

The ollutart erissjors from the twounit usina thpboiler heat input value of 3.352 1fl9 PTTT/hour are compared tothe previous four-unit ip emissio ujna the boiler heat innutof 7.1493 ifl9 13TTJ/hour in the table below The emissions forparticulate matter Pi are staci emissions only These valueswere used in the air oualitv impact study
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Total Emission Pate in rams/5ec

April 1983 June 1981
Two Units Four Units

211Hcur Annual 24Hour Annual
Pollutant Period Average Period Average

502 316.0 268.0 5814.8 497.0

PM stack 142.2 35.8 7UR 63.6

NOx Not 1157.6 Not 22147.14
Applicable Applicable

The projected pollutant impacts from the twounit IPP
and comparison to the previous fourunit IPP the applicablePrevention of Significant Deterioration PFD increments and
National Arthient Air Quality Standards N.QS are given belowThe impacts for PM include impacts for both stack and fugitiveens sions

Allowable NAQS ug/m3 IPP Imnacts ug/n3
Class II

Apnlicahle PSD

Averaging Increment April 1983 June 1981Pollutant Time ug/m3 Primary Secondary Two Units Four Units

502 hours 512 None 1300 70 143

24 Hours 91 365 None 27 61

Annual 20 80 None 0.28 2.12

Annual 19 75 60 18.6

NOx Annual None 100 100 3.20 9.50

Operation Curtailrent During Breakdown/
Malfunction of Pollution Control Ecruinment

Section 14.7 of the Utah Air Conservation Pequlatjo
tTACP provides that excessive emissions resultinc from the
unavoidable breakdown of eciujnrrpnt or procedural orrors will nothe deemed violation of POP reciulatjnns However vio1ators
caused entirely or in part by preventable upset conditions of
preventable euiorent breakdown are not to he considered
unavoidable breakdowns .2s noted in Item of your letter5ection L7 also recruires oneration curtailment durincr
breakdown/malfunction of pollution control ecruipment to level
commensurate with air control capacity
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Your letter refers to the IPP contract term that calls
for bypassing the baghouse and SO2 scrubber in the event of
excess temperature at the baghouse inlet excessive Pressuredrop in the haghouse excessive pressure at the inlet to the
haghouse and electrical system failure The letter then
requests that IPP submit details of its breakown/malfunction
operating procedures to allow the DOH to determine if those
procedures will ensure comrliance with UiCR Section 8.7

The IPP is being planned for full compliance with tT.CRSection 4.7 during operation of the plant and will have
operating procedures that will ensure compliance with Section
4.7 during the breakdown/malfunction events that iou cited in
your letter Summarized below is what the IPP intends to do tomeet the requirements of Section 8.7 during the
breakdown/malfunction events you cite

Your letter suggests that the breakdown/malfunction
events about which you are concerned will lead to bypassing boththe SO2 scrubbers and the haghouse ctually the events cited
in your letter will not result in bypassing the SO2 scrubbersThe flue gas wet scruhj-ers contract now rovides only for
bypass of up to 25 percent of the flue gas for Unit and nobypass of the flue gas scrubbers for Unit as shown in
Enclosure

The 25 percent bypass is being installed around the
Unit flue gas wet scrubber because of construction schedulingconsiderations in the event of delay in the erection
activities of the wet scrubber

This 25-ercent bypass is intended to he used duringinitial ambient air testing of the forced draft FD fans andthe induced draft ID fans and during the chemical boilout of
the boiler These fan tests and boiler hollout may occur beforethe erection of the wet scrubber is completed After the
initial fan testing and boiler bailout the 25rercent bypassdamper around the Unit flue gas wet scrubber will he closedThe IPP does not intend to bypass the scrubbers aftercommercial startup of the plant

Since the 502 scrubbers will not he bypassed the
following paragraphs summarize only the haghouse bypass to
ensure compliance with Section 4.7 of the UCR Esgentja13the IPP will he bypassing the baghouse only long enouah tocorrect the cause of the problem If the problem cannot hesolved in short period of time the unit will be safely shutdown or load limited

The 502 scrubbers will he in operation prior to
operation of the boiler units and will remove substantial
amount of whenever the bagouse is bypassed The
scrubbers also have two fourpass mist eliminators and flue gasreheaters to reduce opacity and PM emissions
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Excessive Temperature at the Baghouse Inlet

You indicated concern about bypassing the baghous inthe event of excess temperature at the baghouse inletCOfltjug operation of unit with excessive flue gastemperature would cause the boiler to malfunction could causedeterioration of the bags in the haghouse and could causeextensive damage to the induced draft fans the wet scrubberthe chimney liner and the interconnecting ductwork In case ofexcessive temperature at the haghouse inlet the haghouse willbe bypassed to protect the bags from deteriorating and theboiler will be shut down or load limited as quickly as possibleas reouired by Section 4.7 of the UACR This will limit orminimize any damage to the boiler and to the equipmentdownstream of the four air heaters

Excessive Pressure Drop in the Paghouse

You requested us to note the byoass procedures to beused in the event of an excessive pressure drop in the haqhousThis malfunction could occur due to problems associated with thehaghouse cleaning cycle The baghouse will he bypassed to avoidfabric filter damage and the boiler will be shut down as cuic1c1yas possible if this problem cannot he corrected as required bySection 47 of the UCR

Excessive Pressure at the Inlet to the aghouge
You asked that we indicate the haahouse bypassprocedures to be used if there is excessive pressure at theinlet to the baghouse This condition will occur only ifloiler explosion occurs or if the boiler gas path is restrictedwith the Fr fans in service These cOfldftf5 are darcTerouSunavoidable breakdown situations in which the boiler must besafely shut down as cruicklv as possible The baghouse bypassdampers will he opened in these breakdown situations to allowgas path from the boiler and to avoid permanent structuraldamage to the baghouse as recuired by Section LI7 of the uArp
Electrical System Failure

Finally you asked for the haghouse bynass Proceduresto be used in case of an electrical syster failure If thesources of control power are lost for the whole generating unitthe boiler will shut down to prevent boiler explosion Thissituation IS Considered an unavoidable breakdown as Provided forby Section 117 of the UCR If the sources of control power arelost only to the bachouse nroran1ma controllers thenbackun source of rower is automatical1 hrouaht into serviceIf this System also fails the fabric filter is designed to gointo bypass to allow safe shutdown

Scrubber Oneratjon Under Pojtfve Pressure

Item of our letter notes that our scrubber contractcalls for the 502 scruhier to be desioned for oPeration under
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positive Pressure You have indicated that the DOF normally
considers negative pressure operation to he Best Available
Control Technology BACT because that may reduce SO2 emissions
from leaks in the scrubber shell and ductwork You then asked
if the IPP scrubber design could be changed to provide for
negative pressure operation and whether that would add an
excessive cost to the project

The SO2 scrubber originally proposed and aPproved in
the air ciualitv anroval order was designed for operation under
positive pressure The present design has been somewhat refined
but retains the positive pressure feature

The proposed system will assure compliance within the
permit terms and for this reason alone would be considered
BACT under EPAs PSD regulations The IPP believes that its
positive pressure scrubber system is BCT and better
technology than negative pressure scrubber system for reasons
discussed below

negative pressure scrubber system requires that the
ID fans be placed downstream of the scrubber Even when
reheated the treated flue gas from the 502 scrul-bers would
deposit debris on ID fans downstream of the scruhbers which
would cause corrosion and severe vibration This corrosion and
severe vibration would diminish the availability of the ID fanswhich would diminish the availability of the generating units

cost of approximately $400 million in replacement power would
result from each percent of unavailability of the units For
this reason the SO2 scrubber system was designed to minimize
the amount of downstream ductwork and ecruiprent

design change in ID fan location to make changefrom positive to negative pressure in the SO scrubbers cannot
practicably be made due to the advanced stage of the contractual
agreement between IPP and the manufacturer Any charges to
these contracts will result in excessive costs and delays to IPP
due to renegotiation and redesign Each day of delay would
result in an additional cost of approximately $2 million

We wish to point out that we do not plan to oPerate the
SO2 scrubber system if there is sicnificapt leak This is
primarily for reasons of personnel safety Since the scrui-hersand ductwork will he of astight construction and since the 502scrubber modules at IPP will be located withj an enclosed
building an leaks which might develop will be ouickly detectedand corrected Also since the scrubber consists of six
indenendent modules each with mansafe flue gas inlet andoutlet damper and since two of the six modules are spares online scrubber maintenance will he nerformed when needed

L1 Change From Lime to Limestone Scrubber

Item LI of tour letter points out that the original
plant design called for use of lime SO2 scrubber hut that the
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IPPs contract now calls for the installation of limestone SO2scrubber You stated that the design chanqc might create
change in the materials handling systems fugitive dust
controls fugitive dust emission rates and amount of sludgecreated You then indicate that you require that modeling be
done for any emission changes and that you require that designspecifications be submitted for review

The IPP has completed fugitive emissions system
analysis due to design changes in the materials handling systemsand fugitive emission controls The design change from lime tolimestone handling change in the cruantitv of sludge created
for disposal and design changes in coal handling have beenincluded in this analysis The fugitive emissions were modeledwith the stack emissions for air quality impacts and are given
as the PM impact in the emissions impact table included in the
response to ouestion of your letter As you can see the PM
impact is well below the applicable standards

The control technology and control efficiencies forthese emissions are equal to or better than those approved asBACT by the DOll and EP during the IPP permit application review
and should therefore be considered BACT

Baghouse Filter

Item of your letter indicates that page 2A17 of the
haghouse contract states that the filter is not required to meetperformance specifications at maximum flow You asked us to
clarify this statement and explain how the baghouse filter would
operate at levels necessary to meet State and Federal law

The IPP will comply with State and Federal regulationsat all boiler performance flow rates The maximum flow that isdefined in the fabric filter specifications and referenced inSection 2A.5.6 is flow rate that is in excess of any Condition
that is anticipated and is used for structural limitation
purposes Only

Section 2A.7 PFPFOPANCF CUAP.2\NTEE states that thehaghouse will meet the permit emission and opacity limits for100 percent of the value listed in Article 2A.5.5 Design FlowConditions An 8.352 109 BTU/hour heat input to each boiTwill not create flow greater than design flow conditions

Comoliance Testing

Item of your letter requests that in order to avoiddisputes over comPliance testing the IPP should provide moredetailed information concerning the location of complianceemission monitors specifying whether the IPPs calculationsof baghouse filter flow measurement will be consistent with FPAMethods 15 or 17 confirming that any particulates carriedthrough the scrubber mist eliminator into the stack and capturedin the sampling train are to be included in the compliance
demonstration for particulate mass emission rate and
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Confirming that during performance tests soot blowing ofboiler and economizer and stack gas reheat tubes must berepresentative of normal operations

Detailed plans showing location of ComPliance EmissionMonitors CENs are currently being prepared The plans will heSubmitted to you as they become available and at least 30 daysprior to commercial operation of the first boiler CEFs will helocated in the stack at an elevation areater than eight fluediameters above the breaching In addition CEMs will helocated downstream of the SO2 scrubber

Compliance demonstration tests to he submitted to you
and the EP will use EP1 Methods 15 or 17 and use only themeasured value of flow rate These compliance tests will bemade at approved DOR and EP2\ duct and stack locations Thesetests will be made at the same time as the performance guarantests

The Performance guarantee tests are for contractualguarante between the owner and the manufacturer onlyNevertheless the performance guarantee tests will use EPAMethods 15 or 17 the gas flow for those tests shall he takenas the arithmetic average of the experimentally measured flowand the calculated Stojchjometrjc flow wilJ he adlusted forexcess combustion air The performance guaran test data willnot be used for compliance testing

Particulates captured in the sampling train will heincluded in the compliance demonstration tests for particulatemass emission rate as specified in the appropriate EPA testingprocedures

During the comp1janc demonstration tests soot blowingof boiler economizer and stack gas reheat tules will herepresentative of normal operation

POstConstruction Ambient ir Onitorjn

Item of your letter rerrinds us that the IPP mustconduct postconstruction ambient air Ponitoring and recruiresthe IPP to submit detailed monitorin plan before anymonjtorin is done

The IPP will corplr ith the DOll and EP recujrentfor Postconstruction ambient air mofljtorj The Ipp w1lprovide you and VP with detailed monitorjr plan for approlpalas it becomes avajiahie and at least 30 dais before commercialoperation of the first boiler

IPPDecjsjo to Pujd Op.1 Two tnitg at This Timp

Item of your letter notes that if the IPP dpjc1p5 tobuild only two units at tbjs time then the e1stnq approvalorder coverjn the other t.o units would have to he reevaluatedif and when the IPp decjed to Proceed on those two units
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On March 31 1983 the IPP decided to build only two
units at the Lynndyl site Since the construction of only two
units will lead to emission decreases at the site no
modification of the current approval order is necessary to
accomodate the reduction in project size

If in the future the IPP decides to Droceed with
Units and LI it will make appropriate application to the DOE
with the reouired supporting information

Resnonses to Cuestions Raised by Mr David Konta

In an October 13 1982 telephone conversation with ourMr Stephen Clark Mr David Kopta of your office asked if the
IPP will have water treatment facility which will result in an
increase in fugitive emissions due to disnosal of water
treatment sludge Mr Konta indicated that any such increase in
fugitive emissions would have to he included in modeling
analysis of fugitive emissions

The IPP will have water treatment facility Lime
will he transported by truck annroxirnately two to four
deliveries per month to lime storage silos no lime pilesThe lime will be pneumatically transported to the water
treatment facility When the facility operates the waste
liquid that is generated will he piped to the SO2 scrubber
Since there will not be any truck transport of wet material
and since truck transport of lime is minimal there will he
negligible fugitive emissions as result of the water treatment
facility Thus no fugitive emissions modeling analysis should
be recruirecl as result of the operation of the water treatment
facility
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